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Applicant Initiated Interview Request Form 



EjSfnS''' ^"^1^'^^^/?^^ First Named Applicam^ ^ J^^j^s /A^ 77" 



Art Unit: 2./^-? Status of Application:, 



Tentative Participants:^^ / 



(2). 



Proposed Date of Interview: 



Proposed Time; 1 1 QO (AM/^^ T' 



Type of Interview Requested: 
(1) ^ Telephonic (2) [ | Personal (3) [ I Video Conference 



Exhibit To Be Sbowii or Demonstrated; [ ] YES 
If yes, provide brief description: 



Issues To Be Discussed 



isGuea 

(Rej^ Obj., etc) 



(1)_^ 



(2) R^] 
(3) 

(4) 



Claims/ 
Fig. #8 



-7- to 



Prior 
Art 
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I ] 

[ ] 

[ ] 

[ ] 
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[ ] 
[ ] 
[ ] 
[ ] 



^ Continuation Sheet Attached 
Brief Description of Arguments to be Presented: / j > y 
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[ J 
t ] 
[ ] 
[ ] 



An interview was conducted on Oie above-identified appUcation on 

^oMPl^ed by applicant and submitted to the examiner in advance of tiie interview (see MPEP 

ThU application will not be delayed from Issue because of applicant's failure to submit a written record of thb 
interview. Therefore^ applicant ia advised to file a statement of the substance of this Interview (37 CFR 1.133rbn 
as soon as poral^le. ^ \ v // 




(Applicant/Applicant's RepresetrtBtw»fii|nature) (Examiner/SPE Signature) 



lnn«Ml of Com«.«c, P.O. Bo. 1450. Alo««dria, VA 2»13-14S0. IK) NOT SEND FEES Oft COMPLETBD FOwis TO THTS 

ADDRESS. SEND TO: ComnUsfllo&er for Patenti, P.O. Box 1450. Alexanrirla^ VA 223U-1450. ■ ^ i ma 

If you rwed acssistance in completing the form, cal! I'80Q-PTO-9199 and select option 2. 



PAGE m ' RCVD AT 5/24/2004 0:20:17 AM [Eastern DayDght Time] * &VR:U8PTO-EFXRF-1/0 ' DNI8:8720306 * CSID: * DURATl N (mm-ss):01-36 



" wVy 2*4 2004 6:58flM 



HP LRSERJET 3330 



p. 3 



Continuati n Sheet f r Patent Application Serial Number 09/71 0»921 



Examiner: T. Duong 



Art Unit: 2143 



Brief Description of Arguments to be Presented: 

Claim 1: The Blellock reference teaches a system having two subsets of processors - 
* worker* processors which execute tasks and 'scheduler' processors which execute the 
scheduler (Col. 14, lines 4-42). All of the processing elements operate separately without 
being in synchronization (Col 5, lines 19-21). While it appears that the scheduler initially 
determines a sequential ordering of tasks for processing (Abstract 1-4), this sequential 
schedule is independe nt of the actual parallel execution that occurs (Abstract lines 1 0- 
15), The scheduled tasks are placed on a queue, where they are extracted for execution 
by the * worker' processors (Col. 2, lines 43-51). thereby creating a pull system rather 
than a push system (Col. 8, Unes 17-21). This independence between the scheduler and 
process execution is expressly desired to allow tasks to run in parallel and independent of 
one another (Col 1, lines 36-48), and to improve overall system flexibility (Col. 5, lines 
19-21), While there are synchronization variables that can cause a given process thread 
to wait on another thread to set the synchronization variable (Col. 8, lines 43-59), these 
•waiting' threads have ah^eady begun execution and are subsequently placed in a wait 
state, and are awakened when another process thread writes to the synchronization 
variable (Col. 10, lines 44-65). 

Thus, there is no teaching of scheduling execution of a plurality of commands in a 
programming order such that a first one of the plurality of commands in said order begin 
^d complete executing prior to a second one of said commands in said order beginning 
executing, wherein said plurality of commands are executed sequentially in said 
progranuning order. Rather, the teachings of the cited reference are directed to a parallel 
processing system where tasks are performed by parallel processors, and particularly to 
concurrent execution of operations in a number of functional units (Blellock Col 1 lines 
12-15). 

Claim 2: There is no teaching in the cited reference of encapsulating a command in a 
process, the command having been scheduled for execution. 

Claim 7: There is no teaching in the cited reference of using both a return code variable 
and a process identifier to determine whether a process is currently executing. 
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